In this article I will discuss two humanistic conjectures in Catullus. I will not try to assess their merit, which will be done soon by my friend Antonio Ramírez de Verger 1 ; I will rather set out where they are attested, and will propose some ideas about their authorship.
These two conjectures belong to a large group of readings that appear for the first time in Catullus' humanistic codices recentiores. Catullus' manuscript tradition has not yet been mapped out in full, and the possibility cannot be excluded that some of these readings are not conjectures but transmitted readings that stem not from OGR but from a lost manuscript that was independent of them 2 . Scholars have tried to identify such readings since the nineteenth century 3 , but they have had relatively little success in convincing the scientific community about their findings so far. And even if there did turn up a number of such readings, that would not change the fact that most of the variants that are first attested in the codices recentiores are evidently humanistic conjectures. It follows that for any individual reading that appears in the recentiores, the balance of probabilities leans heavily towards the possibility that it should be a humanistic conjecture. I do not see any reason to regard the two variants that are discussed here as anything else. In Vaticanus lat. 7044 the words papillę / puellę male have been added in the margin, apparently some time after the main text was completed: the ink seems to be different, but the hand could perhaps be that of the scribe 11 . Vaticanus lat. 7044 can surely be identified with the Codex Romanus in which Justus Lipsius had found the reading papillae 12 . A note on the front flyleaf of this manuscript, now partly obliterated but still legible, indicates that it is an exact copy of a manuscript of Gioviano Pontano's (1426-1503) made by Basilio Zanchi (ca. 1501-1558) in 1520; but Julia Haig Gaisser has found reason to call this into doubt 13 . Whatever the case, the marginal readings that were added to the manuscript by this hand and in this ink appear to derive from Palladio's edition and commentary 14 . The first manuscript to read papillae is Vaticanus lat. 7192, which contains a set of excerpts from Catullus that were written in 1527 in Italy, perhaps in the Molise 15 . In fact several other parallels show that these excerpts too were copied from the edition of Palladio 16 . papillae is found in another manuscript of sorts, namely in Antonius Petreius' marginalia in a copy of the second Aldine edition of 1515 of Catullus, Tibullus and Propertius; this volume is now Berlin, StaatsbibliothekPreussischer Kulturbesitz, Diez. oct. 2474
* * *
17 . Next to 55.17 puellae Petreius has added the note papillae v(etus) c(odex). It is probably from there that Nicolaus Heinsius knows the conjecture, which he commends hesitantly in his Adversaria
18
. Heinsius was a former owner of this volume, and he added his own extensive marginalia to those of Petreius. He could also have found the conjecture in the Praecidanea of Janus Dousa the Elder 19 . To sum up, papillae is first attested in 1496 in the commentary of Palladio Fosco, who treats it as a conjecture of his own; but he is a well-known plagiarist. Could it have been conjectured by someone else before him? Given that it appears in Parisinus lat. 7044 and in the marginalia of Petreius, which are two sources for the Catullan conjectures of Gioviano Pontano, I have long suspected that papillae too could be his conjecture: he had the linguistic skills and also the erotic imagination necessary to invent such a reading 20 . But we have just seen that in fact the marginalia in Parisinus lat. 7044 are derived from Palladio's commentary. However, it has already been noted that Palladio was a plagiarist, and it seems doubtful whether he had the linguistic skill and the inventiveness that it will have taken to conjecture papillae. In fact there exists proof that papillae is not his conjecture, as I discovered in February 2013, when I had the good luck of proofreading Antonio Ramírez de Vergers paper "Nicolaus Heinsius's Notes on Catullus". Ramírez de Verger quotes a series of parallels for the phrase lacteolae papillae from the poetry of Pontano. These parallels make it all but certain that papillae is a conjecture of Pontano's.
Pontano soli appears in Oxford, Bodleian Library, Canonicianus Class. Lat. 34 as a correction by the first hand, and it stands in the text of Parisinus lat. 8236. Thomson dates the former to the end of the 15 th century and the latter to around the year 1500, and he notes that the former "seems to have influenced" the latter 27 . The reading also appears in our old acquaintances Vaticanus lat. 7044 as a correction by an early hand, and in Parisinus lat. 7989 as a correction apparently by the third hand, that is, by Marko Marulić. Once again, Marulić seems to have taken this reading from Palladio's commentary of 1496, who prints it in the text without comment. The reading also appears in a number of sources from the sixteenth century, including Girolamo Avanzi's rare last edition of Catullus that was printed in 1535, and Achilles Statius' commentary of 1566.
However, Otto Skutsch has stated that soli also appears in a manuscript copied in 1465, namely in Parisinus lat. 8233, the beautiful Codex Memmianus; and he has been followed in this by George P. Goold Where does coelibi soli come from? The only manuscript to read soli that Passerat could have seen is Parisinus lat. 8236; but that does not read coelibi. Passerat must have taken coelibi soli from somewhere else -but where? There are three possibilities. The two words occur together in Girolamo Avanzi's last edition of Catullus, which was printed in 1535; but it is unlikely that Passerat should have come across that extremely rare book, and if he had seen it, he would probably have quoted it by the name of its editor. It is also possible that the French scholar found coelibi soli in the margins of an annotated early printed edition of Catullus, or perhaps in several, if the plural in "veteres libri" is to be taken literally. I have not been able to identify any such annotated volume; those that ultimately descend from Francesco Puccis marginalia of 1502, including Paris, Bibliothèque nationale, Rés. p. Yc. 379, read coelibi, but not soli 30 . The third possibility is that Passerat found . This is an unmetrical variant: how did it arise? I believe that it descends from soliła, which stands for soli (ue)ł (sol)a, where a variant has been incorporated into the text. If that is correct, then soli must predate these three manuscripts. Thomson dates them to the second half of the fifteenth century, to around 1500 and to after 1460, respectively 31 . That means that the earliest dated attestation of soli is in Palladio's commentary of 1496, although some of the manuscripts mentioned above could conceivably be earlier. In view of the quality of the conjecture, of Palladio's track record in reproducing the conjectures of others, and of the fact that he does not claim this conjecture as his own but merely prints it without comment, it is very likely that he has not made it himself ope ingenii, but he has taken it from somewhere else. From where we cannot tell; there existed a lively exchange in Catullian variants in Renaissance Italy, and this is one of many conjectures the authorship of which cannot be determined.
